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Abstract: 
The paper aims at analysing how the topic of memory is handled in the novel Grojimas 
dviese (Playing Duo), which is written by Markas Zingeris and originally published in Lithuanian. 
The novel deals with the memory of the Holocaust in Kaunas (Lithuania) and the main 
character’s search for knowledge about the painful past. The analysis is based on a conceptual 
framework of trauma and memory studies and relies on such specialists in the field as Nicholas 
Chare, Jenny Edkins, Wulf Kansteiner, Marianne Hirsch, John Sutton, and others. It focuses on 
secondary trauma and its remembering which is currently gaining more and more interest in 
different fields of study, but in literary studies, it is still an underresearched topic. In Zingerisʼ 
novel, traumatic memory and speaking about it seem to be complicated in many ways.  
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Introduction 
Trauma is “a widely employed conceptual tool” (Kansteiner 2004, 194) in contemporary 
literary and cultural studies as well as other fields, for the “rise (...) [of it,] as one of the key 
interpretative categories of contemporary politics and culture” (Kansteiner 2004, 193), has 
provided new possibilities to research processes and events of the past and the present. The study 
of traumatic experiences is tightly linked to memory, for one can hardly be imagined without the 
other. In fact, “memory is often in use when it is not explicitly in question” (Sutton 2017, 379). 
Nevertheless, Paula McFetridge states that “memory is not absolute”, so contemporary writers 
and artists frequently use it to question the past, reimagine it or “lead to a new memory” 
(“Roundtable: Moving Memory, with Stef Craps, Astrid Erll, Paula McFetridge, Ann Rigney, 
Dominic Thorpe”, subsequently “Roundtable: Moving Memory”, 2017, 166). This is the case in 
the novel Grojimas dviese (Playing Duo, 2002; this translation of the title was used by Aurelija 
Mykolaitytė in Trumpa lietuvių literatūros istorija/ A Brief History of Lithuanian Literature 
(2014, 340). Its author, Markas Zingeris (b. 1947), is a Jewish Lithuanian writer, poet and 
translator who has received numerous awards for his literaty work (“Markas Zingeris” 2017, 1). 
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One of the reasons for Zingeris to write is “the feeling of a contradiction or paradox in human 
character, society or history” (“LKI. Markas Zingeris” 2017, 1; translation by the author of this 
article). The issue of remembering and forgetting one’s painful past is frequently seen as 
paradoxical, for traumatic experiences have to be remembered in order to avoid their repetition 
in the future, work them through and move on, but at the same time the traumatised (people or 
societies) would like to forget such experiences and refuse to speak about them. The campaign 
#WeRemember all over the world and the opening of the Memory Bureau (lt. Atminties biuras) 
in Kaunas (Lithuania) are some of the initiatives of 2018 to remember the past. This article aims 
at analysing manifestations of memory in relation to the Holocaust in Lithuania in Zingerisʼ novel 
Grojimas Dviese (Playing Duo), which was published sixteen years ago. All the quotes from the 
novel have been translated into English by the author of this article. 
Remembering the Past 
According to Nicholas Chare, memory is related to both remembering and forgetting 
(Chare 2011, 182). Although remembering of a particular experience is often associated to the 
participant of the event directly related to that experience, remembering itself can actually be of 
several types, since they are related to the primary and secondary witnessing of, for instance, 
traumatic situations. Esther Jilovsky discusses the memory related to secondary witnessing by 
claiming that, even though it is difficult to imagine that someone could have a memory of an 
experience that was not obtained firsthand, this is what happens to many second-generation 
Holocaust survivors, who can be seen as secondary witnesses (Jilovsky 2008, 149). Their memory 
is often related to knowledge of familial history or visits to the so-called sites of memory (or 
memory sites) that remind of tragic events that the second generation did not experience but 
nevertheless acquires memories about those events. Jilovsky emphasises that 
(…) contemporary experience of Holocaust sites by post-Holocaust generations provides a 
practical dimension to their perception of the Holocaust, sometimes even evoking a sense of 
witnessing the Holocaust itself. Consequently, for children of Holocaust survivors, these trips 
can provide a tool for bypassing the process of secondary witnessing and attempting to become a 
primary witness of the Holocaust. (Jilovsky 2008, 145) 
Considering the fact that the Holocaust took place many years ago, it is important to point 
out that when post-Holocaust generations visit the mentioned memory sites, they probably get 
as close the Holocaust as they possibly can (Jilovsky 2008, 155). In addition, in the “Roundtable: 
Moving Memory”, Stef Craps notes that transmission of historical traumas and traumatic 
memories to other generations is becoming especially important as time passes by and memories 
about such traumas start fading away (“Roundtable: Moving Memory” 2017, 184). Here one 
could speak about both the loss of the topic of the Holocaust in the living memory in general 
(“Roundtable: Moving Memory” 2017, 184) and the memories of primary witnesses, for there 
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are fewer and fewer of such still living witnesses. Therefore, the two factors can definitely lead to 
forgetting. 
In her article “Scenic Memory: Experience through Time and Space”, Paula Reavey 
discusses “[m]emoryscapes and geographies of memory – the material objects occupying space 
that interweave with multiple narratives about the past” (Reavey 2017, 107). Reavey argues that 
when people physically visit memory sites, they also enter relations related to them (Reavey 2017, 
110). This site-visiting fills in the gap of experience and memory and provides a link to the past 
of oneʼs loved ones to some extent, even though the sites themselves can only be seen “as partial 
representations of the Holocaust” or other historical traumas (Jilovsky 2008, 154). Other 
representations, such as works of art and books, as Jilovsky states, do not provide a link of similar 
scale (Jilovsky 2008, 154), but Wulf Kansteiner believes that “various combinations of discursive, 
visual and spacial elements” (Kansteiner 2002, 186) as such, “help us construct and transmit our 
knowledge and feelings about the past” (Kansteiner 2002, 186). In a similar manner, Reavey 
points out that: 
memory investigations are beginning to recognise the uses of multi-modal methods to understand 
better the manner in which people remember, which perhaps more accurately reflects what we do 
in everyday life – put to use a variety of text-ures, including visual, sonic, verbal and physical 
movement. In terms of visual methods, this has included photography, SenseCams, video diaries 
and other recording techniques to bring scene as well as narrative together – time-space, in other 
words. (Reavey 2017, 110) 
However, John Sutton, in his editorial of Memory Studies, called “Memory Perspectives,” 
rightly emphasises that the way one remembers might be affected not only by the content of what 
is remembered but also by the methods that are used in order to remember (Sutton 2014, 142). 
This includes everything “from cultural and filmic practices to fragmentary sensory images or 
diffuse affective states” (Sutton 2014, 142).  In the novel, which this paper later analyses, a 
photograph, archives, and other sources help to construct the protagonist’s postmemory, for he 
is not a primary witness of the Holocaust in Lithuania. 
The second and other generations do not acquire the actual memory of the Holocaust or 
any other historical trauma but rather a postmemory. In other words, “[p]ostmemory is not 
identical to memory: it is ‘post’, but at the same time, it approximates memory in its affective 
force” (Hirsch 2008, 109). This kind of memory is far from direct memory of primary witnesses, 
but Mariane Hirsch notes that even though the events of the Holocaust took place decades ago, 
their consequences are long-lasting and continue to this day (Hirsch 2008, 107). These effects are 
often referred to as vicarious trauma or vicarious witnessing. Sutton, for instance, writes about 
“vicarious remembering”, that can be described as “memory of other people’s experiences” 
(Sutton 2017, 380) and related to secondary witnessing. Sutton adds that this type of memory 
can be used in a variety of contexts and applied in many fields of study (Sutton 2017, 380-381). 
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Vicarious trauma and remembering are currently gaining more and more interest in different 
fields of study, especially in psychology, but in literary studies, it is still an underresearched topic. 
In order to cope with the above-discussed effects and, at the same time, learn more about 
the past, communication with those who possess knowledge about it is crucial. Nevertheless, it 
often takes much effort for the traumatised to speak about their experiences, so silence prevails 
(Hartman 2006, 251). Consequently, as Jenny Edkins states, “[w]hat survivors have witnessed 
has long been recognised as ‛unimaginable’ and ‛unspeakable’” (Edkins 2003, 2), but this may 
not always be the case. Geoffrey Hartman expands on the idea of unspeakability by stating that 
it is important that the traumatised speak with themselves and with others about what happened 
to them (Hartman 2006, 251). The ways to speak about the past can differ greatly depending on 
who experienced and what kind of experience it was, while Susan J. Brison suggests, considering 
the choices one makes when providing a traumatic narrative: “how much to tell, to whom, in 
what order and so forth” (Brison 1999, 46-47). Similarly, in the “Roundtable: Moving Memory”, 
McFetridge lists the following three questions she asks herself about art created by others:  
 
1. Is it the right time to tell the story? 
2. Am I the right person to tell it? 
3. Who is it for? (“Roundtable: Moving Memory” 2017, 171). 
 
The same questions could be asked by both trauma victims and researchers. Since primary 
witnesses find it difficult to put their experience into words, secondary witnesses, especially those 
of the second generation, have to rely on diverse forms of representation of the past (discussed 
above) and search for answers themselves in order to have the memory of something they did not 
experience firsthand. This leads to the idea that memory is very individual. In the “Roundtable: 
Moving Memory,” McFetridge refers to this memory as “completely personal and as unique as 
DNA” (“Roundtable: Moving Memory” 2017, 166). On the one hand, memory “emerges from 
specific scenes or settings, as much as time periods or stories” (Reavey 2017, 107), and is related 
to identity issues and norms of a particular group (“Roundtable: Moving Memory” 2017, 167), 
but on the other hand, memory “cannot be neatly insulated and isolated” (Sutton 2017, 379), for 
it is influenced and influences others. In short, the topic of memory seems to be multidimensional 
and more complicated than it might seem at first sight, for it includes various types of memory 
and remembering and issues related to ways how to communicate this memory. 
 
Memory in Markas Zingeris’ Novel Grojimas dviese (Playing Duo) 
In Zingeris’ novel Grojimas dviese (Playing Duo), Erazmas Rastinis, the protagonist, is a 
university professor who is going to leave for the United States on a scholarship for his research 
with his wife Rita. Before the trip in 1996, he visits his mother and remembers a photograph he 
saw at the apartment as a child. This photograph is an artifact that facilitates the development of 
Aurelija Daukšaitė - Researching and Remembering the Past in Markas Zingeris’ Novel Grojimas dviese (Playing Duo) 
243 
the main plot line of the novel. It is described as “a photograph that shines in the mist of memory” 
(Zingeris 2002, 13), but it does not reveal to Erazmas anything else than the physical appearance 
and name on the other side of it. When Erazmas was a child, in the graveyard he accidentally hit 
his leg into a tombstone that had the engraving “LILĖ GAST 1943” on it, and later he used to 
come back and check if it was still there. The function of tombstones is to commemorate and 
remind others about the person who is no longer alive, but Erazmas did not know anything about 
Lilė when he was young. Now he makes a connection between the picture at his mother’s home 
and the tombstone he saw years ago: “one of the women in the fading pictures, hidden between 
father’s books in the old apartment of the Rastiniai, is the one whose name is engraved in the 
mysterious tombstone” (Zingeris 2002, 15). As a result, he is encouraged by this unexpected 
finding to learn more about the woman. Erazmas sees everything with the eyes of a historian of 
wars and measures “by events of historical importance” (Zingeris 2002, 110), so the story that he 
does not know yet attracts his attention. For the professor history is also “a way to hide from 
contemporary times” (Zingeris 2002, 41), but the interest in this particular story turns into an 
attempt to understand the European and Lithuanian history through the lense of a drama of one 
family – the Gastai (Ervinas and Lilė, who was also referred to as Lydchen by her friends). In other 
words, Erazmas’ personal interest is intertwined with his professional life as a historian and 
researcher at the Archive of National Memory and Conservation: he tries to understand the 
collective experience of the Holocaust through an individual story of one family. The protagonist 
feels that “old wounds in Eastern Europe never healed!” (Zingeris 2002, 51), and this particular 
story may be seen as a wound that is still open. Erazmas, as a narrator, starts telling the story when 
he knows it all and foreshadows the development of the plot by letting the reader know that this 
story has affected him greatly.  
Not telling about traumatic experiences or simply being silent about them is a feature of 
post-traumatic response to individual trauma. However, secondary witnesses might not be eager 
to tell what they have seen happening to others or know what happened to those who have once 
been close to them. In Zingeris’ novel, the issue of unspeakability is complicated in many ways. 
When Erazmas attempts to ask his mother, Bianka, who the woman in the photograph is, “to his 
surprise, his mother pressed her lips tightly!” (Zingeris 2002, 15). Erazmas does not give up and 
tries to come back to the topic of Lilė Gast whenever he can, but it appears to be difficult to 
extract information from his mother. On the one hand, since everything happened a long time 
ago, Bianka may have forgotten everything, but on the other hand, “she avoids his question about 
the sad pre-war beauty by starting to speak about other things because of which her heart cries, 
too” (Zingeris 2002, 17). In fact, he knows his mother well and assumes that she tells only about 
the things that do not reveal anything specific in relation to the story he would like to hear. 
According to Dominic Thorpe in the “Roundtable: Moving Memory”, “it is important to 
question the value of recalling and recounting traumatic experience, (…) because deciding to leave 
certain events and experiences in the past, in so far as may be possible, can be important and 
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necessary for many people” (“Roundtable: Moving Memory” 2017, 176). In the novel by 
Zingeris, Bianka probably embodies this necessity, which many trauma survivors or witnesses 
feel, to forget or leave out some details from the past when they tell what happened. Nevertheless, 
Erazmas understands that not only does Bianka avoid the topic, but she also lies about the past, 
and he does not know why. The reason is revealed only at the end of the novel, and the reader is 
kept in suspense until then. When it is told that Erazmas is actually Lilė’s son, Bianka’s reluctance 
to speak about the past becomes understandable.  
According to Kansteiner, “[w]e have to (...) focus on the communication among memory 
makers, memory users, and the visual and discursive objects and traditions of representations” 
(Kansteiner 2002, 197). In the novel, Bianka is a memory maker, while Erazmas is a memory user 
(although he later becomes a memory maker as well). Communication between Bianka and 
Erazmas does not work, but visual (e.g. pictures) and other objects (e.g. the tombstone and the 
park that is seen through the window of Bianka’s apartment) help to communicate or rather 
facilitate the revelation of the truth. Through her unspeakability, Bianka has tried to protect 
Erazmas and her own family, since Erazmas has never been told that Bianka and her husband are 
not his biological parents. In fact, according to Kevers et al., “some silences are (...) socially 
accepted and created in order to restore normal life” (Kevers et al. 2016, 629). It might be that 
Bianka's silence is the only away to lead a normal life for the whole family. It serves as a personal 
strategy to deal with her painful past related to the Holocaust and a coping mechanism at the 
same time. Bianka creates a safe narrative that does not reveal the great and long-kept secret: 
 
(…) I found this photograph on the ground when the police took my parents in order to shoot them 
down. After every of such actions, scattered albums of photographs stayed in the streets of the 
ghetto. (Zingeris 2002, 25) 
 
Although Erazmas repeatedly asks her to speak about the photograph, she keeps asking him 
to leave her alone. Bianka pretends not to know Lilė, the woman in the photograph, at all. She 
would like Erazmas to think that they have the photograph at home by accident because Bianka 
has found it and decided to keep it. Thus, Erazmas’ questions do not make sense, since Bianka 
cannot speak about someone she has never known. Kevers et al. note that the “forgive and forget 
approach” is often ignored by many officials and even trauma survivors (Kevers et al. 2016, 629). 
In Zingeris’ novel, it might seem that Bianka employs this approach when she avoids speaking 
about the past, but at the same time, the actual forgetting never happens, since forgiving never 
happens either. Because of what happened, she now has one more son, which is not something 
she should forgive for but should rather be happy about. On the other hand, she has lived through 
the Holocaust but lost a good friend of hers, which she cannot forgive for or recover from, and 
even the view to the park from her apartment reminds her of the past every single day. 
Brison notes that the very fact that one tells about his or her traumatic experiences does not 
always include recovering and does not mean it has therapeutic value (Brison 1999, 40). 
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Nevertheless, in Grojimas dviese (Playing Duo), Bianka changes her point of view slightly and 
reveals that she actually knew Lilė and her husband. She even tells how the two met in the cinema 
in Berlin, in 1935. Lilė sent letters to Bianka to tell about it, which proves they were actually close 
friends rather than strangers. In short, at first, Bianka presses her lips tightly when she is asked 
about Lilė, which shows her unspeakability physically. Then she hides information by avoiding 
the topic and even lies about it. Later, due to Erazmas’ persistence, she admits of having known 
Lilė. And yet, she does not tell what happened to Lilė straight away but provides some details 
about her personal life instead. Since Bianka tells him about Lilė’s letters, Erazmas asks about 
them, for they would be a good source of insight into her life and destiny. At this moment Bianka 
sticks to her storyline of the war, most of which she kept inside: “Stalin lived in Bianka (...). (…) 
Inside her, there was deception, orchestras of pipes” (Zingeris 2002, 19). Everything, including 
the letters, was lost during World War Two. This is the reason that there is nothing to tell about 
those times. 
Erazmas leaves for the United States to carry out his research as a historian. However, he 
cannot forget Lilė and decides that he may be able to find something about her there and, through 
her story, to learn what happened in his hometown many years ago. While staying in the United 
States, “Erazmas suddenly had a suspicion or rather a clear understanding that Bianka, in the far 
Lithuania, knew much more (...) than she had told him” (Zingeris 2002, 143). Bianka has never 
told him about Lilė’s husband, Ervinas, and the child they had, but he is sure that she knows what 
happened to them. Erazmas learns about the child from Lilė’s letter that he has found in a file 
with musical notes in one antique shop in New York: “If he hadn’t had faith and determination, 
the pianist’s letter would have been lost in the shadows of history. And no one would believe that 
it is reality. That is why his voyage was necessary.” (Zingeris 2002, 128) Erazmas is so excited about 
the letter and knowledge about Lilė’s child that even calls his mother in Lithuania to tell the news 
that may not be new to Bianka after all. Bianka has a stroke when she finds out about Lilė’s letter 
that Erazmas possesses. Earlier she stayed silent and avoided speaking about Lilė, but now she 
cannot speak because of a brain hemorrhage. In other words, her former unwillingness to tell 
about the past becomes a physical inability to speak about it. According to Dominic Thorpe in 
the “Roundtable: Moving Memory,” “[j]ust as remembering is continually acted out in personal 
and collective consciousness, forgetting is also acted out, behaved and performed” (“Roundtable: 
Moving Memory” 2017, 173). The discussed case of Bianka’s brain hemorrhage that leads to her 
unspeakability can be seen as a kind of acting out of her traumating experience, but of course, 
Bianka still remembers and that is why is affected in such a way. 
The issue of memory is of primary importance in the novel by Zingeris. Unless it is 
transmitted to other generations, individual memory disappears when those who have this 
memory pass away and thus are not able to transmit it. Collective memory, on the other hand, 
stays much longer. In his novel, Zingeris writes about the former one when he refers to “speechless 
history”, which can be described as history that is untold because there is no one to tell it since 
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the memory of it died together with the dead. However, while reading various reports from the 
past, Erazmas can imagine the great horrors of the passed years. As a person who has “a reputation 
of a radical historian who digs under foundations” (Zingeris 2002, 49), he knows that some of 
the hidden and forgotten memories can be found in various written sources and brought back. 
Therefore, he searches for information about the Gastai in the archives and elsewhere. 
Nevertheless, he also understands that only a small part of what happened years ago stays on 
paper: “What stays is only on paper but it is not much: this paper truth is so poor when you think 
about a person’s life.” (Zingeris 2002, 96) His task is to find more – what is not written on paper 
– in order to obtain details, recreate the story about Lilė and find out what happened to her and 
her child. He understands that the past was cruel and painful and even starts perceiving some 
historical facts and details he finds in the archives as his own memories. In other words, Erazmas 
experiences secondary or “vicarious suffering (or trauma)” (Kansteiner 2004, 210) by “gain[ing] 
emotional insight into the suffering of actual victims” (Kansteiner 2004, 211). Although these 
memories are not his own per se, they become his memories because of his active involvement in 
the search for truth. In Sutton’s terms, this can be seen as “vicarious remembering” (Sutton 2017, 
380). 
According to Trauma Theory, the traumatised make an effort to repress and thus forget 
their painful memories. The more time passes by, the less it should hurt because of various 
strategies of forgetting that the traumatised use in order to work through and cope with their 
traumatic experience, but certain memories can also become fixed in one’s mind and, therefore, 
be remembered clearly. In Grojimas dviese (Playing Duo), the aftermath of the Holocaust trauma 
is revealed as follows: the more time passes after the event, the better the memory about the event 
becomes. This happens to Bianka who has never talked about her experience during World War 
Two in Kaunas, Lithuania. Bianka is so much affected by what happened to Lilė and others that 
it seems to constitute her own personal life story that she cannot forget. For instance, she 
remembers a Jewish pharmacist who poisoned himself, and how “they were urging some 
Hungarian women, who were wearing stripped clothes (…), through the fence” (Zingeris 2002, 
292). In other words, she remembers what she saw herself or what she heard at that time but was 
not a primary witness of. On the other hand, she does not want to remember and tell about the 
past because of the following reason that she provides at the end of the novel: “If I started 
counting how many of my friends and acquaintances poisoned themselves and saved children, I 
would have to remember a half of old Kaunas!” (Zingeris 2002, 291). That is, Bianka refuses to 
speak about the Holocaust in general because too many painful events took place. What 
happened to Lilė is one of them, and since it is related to her own family, this refusal is even 
greater. 
Erazmas, meanwhile, only imagines or creates memories about the past: “in front of him, 
he saw the face of Lilė that provoked a sense of longing. Where is your Eldorado, pianist, who 
peeled frozen potatoes in the ghetto and died in Lithuania?” (Zingeris 2002, 181). Erazmas is so 
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fascinated by what he knows that he tells his wife he could write a book about Lilė and her 
husband, Ervinas. In order to do so, he has to recreate the past from papers, pictures, films and 
Bianka’s story which might reveal the missing and the most important details of the puzzle that 
Erazmas tries to solve. Moreover, he is haunted by Lilė and her story in his dreams: “When 
Erazmas Rastinis was asleep, he used to dream about another woman [not his wife], another 
epoch” (Zingeris 2002, 92). He does not dream of what could have happened to her or how she 
died, but his dreams are related to Tranquility (Ramybės) Park, which can be seen through the 
window of his mother’s apartment. Lilė had been secretly buried there as he later finds out: “In 
the dreams of Erazmas Rastinis, (...) a woman with sad eyes was walking in Tranquility Park. She 
stopped and turned a half of her profile with a coat collar up (...). Lydchen, the professor cried 
out like a hurt child.” (Zingeris 2002, 82) This is one of the passages which help the reader foresee 
that the child Erazmas would also like to learn about is himself. 
By searching for the truth, Erazmas wants to undo the wrong that he feels has been done to 
the Gastai, but Erazmas learns that Lilė was his biological mother, and he has researched the 
painful history of his own parents that had been transmitted to him neither by his real parents 
nor by the parents that brought him up. His personal and professional interest in the tombstone 
with the name of a woman he saw many years ago and the picture hidden between his father’s 
books were the clues that were not expected to be connected by anyone. Although quite often, 
children of Holocaust victims are aware of at least some details about the traumatic experiences 
of their family and want to know more about the part of their stories that is untold or unknown, 
in his novel Zingeris creates the protagonist Erazmas who is not aware that he was born in another 
family and therefore researches the story as someone else’s (without knowing it is his own). When 
Erazmas returns to Kaunas from the United States, Aidas, the son of Erazmas, asks his father to 
tell him about Lilė and why she killed herself. Erazmas tells that the Germans did not want her to 
be a pianist and have children, so she tried to protect her son by giving him away. However, the 
reader knows a more detailed story, since some parts of the novel are about the years of World 
War Two when Lilė is alive. In other words, the reader is given the power of knowledge that the 
protagonist would like to possess. 
The moment of truth comes at the end of the novel when Bianka is standing by the 
window and is about to tell what she should have told him a long time ago. She does not look at 
Erazmas but is probably looking through the window into the park in which Lilė was buried after 
her suicide, for it was not allowed to bury her body in the graveyard. The body was given to the 
Department of Anatomy at the Institute of Medicine, although rumor had it that later somebody 
stole it and buried it in the park without any tombstone. In fact, Lilė’s friend, Dolė, and some 
opera singers did this, so no one knows where it is exactly. Now only nature reminds of the past: 
“Old elms (...) remind of memorials of the Holocaust. The tree trunks of the middle generation 
look like rifles.” (Zingeris 2002, 213) After the war, Bianka with her husband bought a tombstone 
and put it in the Jewish cemetery, even though they broke the law by doing this. Therefore, there 
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are two sites of memory now: Erazmas has found the tombstone but not the exact place where 
Lilė’s place of rest is. On the other hand, the whole park can be seen as such a place. Only after 
looking at it Bianka is able to tell about Lilė and the past. Erazmasʼ reaction to the news is the 
following: 
 
Why me? Why did this happen to me? I’d better die! May the Earth fall on me! I’d better die. This 
is my misfortune, not yours, I don’t want to live! (Zingeris 2002, 301) 
 
Although Erazmas is a historian and knows about many people and events, he learns 
about his own story only now. At that moment his world is shattered and his identity is put into 
question since his mother and brother appear to be not relatives to him but rather people with 
whom he grew up and whom he used to call his family. However, the testimony that Bianka has 
provided him with might “enable the process of grieving to begin” (Chare 2011, 185), for he has 
already been haunted by his findings about Lilė. He will now be able to rethink and reformulate 
not only his relationship to the Holocaust but also to the people who have been the closest to 
him. According to Craps, remembering is not necessarily beneficial, while forgetting is not 
necessarily harmful since it can be either destructive or constructive (“Roundtable: Moving 
Memory” 2017, 178). It seems that remembering or rather post-remembering may be both 
constructive and destructive to Erazmas at the same time. His systematic search for information 
about Lilė and what happened to her can be seen as constructive, while the result appears to be 
destructive, for Bianka has protected Erazmas from post-memory and identity problems for a 
long time, but in the end he still is left with them and lives in close proximity to the historical time 
of the Holocaust years, after the Holocaust itself. It does not mean that Zingeris intends to end 
the novel on a negative note, for destructive news might open new horizons to the reader and 
encourage thinking about many different outcomes the character of Erazmas might have faced if 
the novel had continued. The reader is also made to think how he or she would react or behave 
in a situation like this. The end of the novel makes the reader question whether it is a good idea 
to research the past and to what extent (not) remembering of the painful past is necessary. 
 
Conclusion 
The paper does not focus on the time span of the Holocaust and what “actually” happens 
to Lilė and her husband but rather deals with the memory of the events that took place many 
years ago and how they are (not) remembered. As a historian, Erazmas undertakes a mission of 
finding out more about Lilė, after seeing her picture at his mother’s home. Since it is her home, it 
is natural for Erazmas to ask her first. However, it is difficult to receive answers to his questions. 
To overcome his mother’s unspeakability, Erazmas carries out his own research but is very much 
affected by what he learns, for example, he has nightmares as a secondary witness of the 
Holocaust. In addition, he imagines a lot of memories of the Holocaust and starts perceiving 
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them as his own. Therefore, he seems to acquire a postmemory although he does not know then 
that he is a child of a Holocaust victim. 
In Zingeris’ novel, both Bianka and Erazmas are secondary witnesses. Bianka lived at the 
time of the Holocaust and experienced it herself as a primary witness, but at the same time she 
saw and heard about many other victims, including her friend, Lilė, so she can be seen as a 
secondary witness of the Holocaust. Meanwhile, Erazmas is a second generation and a secondary 
witness who acquires partial knowledge about the past after the events. This is one of the reasons 
that the memories of the two (Bianka and Erazmas) are very different. This might be a choice 
made by Zingeris in order to demonstrate that memory is a complicated and manifold issue. In 
other words, different characters in the novel might stand for or represent different types of 
memory and witnessing of traumatic experience. Places, such as parks, and objects, such as 
pictures, also might serve as reminders of the past and help or facilitate remembering, whether it 
is voluntary or not. 
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